day-care centers as intellectually, socially, and emotionally advanced as children who remain in the home? Is a new, cheaper drug with fewer side effects as effective as the existing standard in preventing heart attacks? Does saccharin increase one's risk of developing bladder cancer? (Only the space requirements of this article limit the length of this list.)
The second way in which this rationale is inaccurate is a primary basis for the existence of this article. In fact, we argue that it is precisely because of the high frequency of occurrence that no-difference findings are so critical. What has long been ignored by researchers, however, is that the no-difference case is absolutely essential to establishing differences. In making the argument that a particular variable makes an important difference, one will routinely strive to minimize the importance of other variables. Said slightly differently, we maintain that in nearly all instances in which researchers wish to establish the difference case, they will attempt to show that there are no differences on other confounding or &dquo;extraneous&dquo; factors. This approach, as described briefly, can be traced directly to Donald Campbell and his colleagues. Before addressing the fundamental intertwining of the Campbellian approach and no-difference logic, however, we wish to digress to discuss some of its important elements.
Central to Campbell's approach from the very beginning has been the concept of validity. In what is generally acknowledged to be the first relatively complete statement of his approach (Campbell and Stanley, 1963) , special emphasis was placed on the importance of validity in assessing the quality of research. Two kinds of validity, internal and external, were introduced in the now classic Experimental and QuasiExperimental Designs for Research, which Campbell coauthored with Julian Stanley. In subsequent writings (Cook and Campbell, 1979) , two other kinds of validity, statistical conclusion and construct, were introduced. These four kinds of validity took on particular importance as they structured much of Campbell's writings as well as the vast literature describing and elaborating the approach.
The task of research from a Campbellian perspective is to establish each of the four kinds of validity. To (Blackwelder, 1981) .
We do not wish to be seen as arguing that the goal of producing no-difference findings is somehow incorrect, but we do maintain that when compared to the rather well-established method of conducting research whose purpose is to show a difference, inferential problems of no-difference results are not well understood. Part of this deficiency rests with the fact that most researchers concentrate on study outcomes meant to show a difference. We argue elsewhere (Sechrest and Yeaton, 1982) that the subset of studies whose intent is to produce no-difference outcomes is itself important but maintain that the lack of attention to no-difference research only exacerbates the problems with proper use of no-difference findings in eliminating validity threats.
The general purpose of this article is to identify some of the ways that no-difference results are used to eliminate validity threats in social, health, and medical research. To our knowledge, there have been no previous articles that directly acknowledge the importance of no-difference findings in eliminating validity threats. We also discuss various problems with this approach, point out implications of incorrect application of the strategy, and offer several suggestions for improvement. The rationale for using historical control groups rests on the same desire to avoid selection bias since a much more convincing case can be argued with the inclusion of an equivalent comparison group. Unfortunately, historical controls very often distort outcome differences between groups in controlled studies despite the apparent absence of initial differences between treatment groups and historical controls (Sacks et al., 1982) .
Most applied researchers are well aware of the fact that the process of randomization will not necessarily eliminate differences between groups. Small sample size or chance alone may be the culprit in producing differences. Chalmers and his colleagues illustrate a more subtle way that difference may emerge despite randomization (Chalmers et al., 1983 (Fisher et al., 1985) . In a randomized, double-blind study to test the effectiveness of acupuncture on osteoarthritic pain (Gaw et al., 1975) (Cohen, 1977) as well as other methodological criteria (Sechrest and Yeaton, 1982) including measurement sensitivity (Lipsey, 1983) . One simply cannot assess the adequacy of no-difference findings without first checking these factors.
One potential problem with the use of no-difference findings relates to the common practice of pooling nonsignificant results before conducting general statistical tests (Bancroft and Han, 1983 Beck et al., 1984) . In this way, the specific elements that characterize psychotherapy rather than the degree of attention given to patients can be argued to produce clinically important change. Thus Parker (1963) , who demonstrated that the introduction of television into the community decreased the number of fiction books checked out of the local library without a concurrent change in the number of non-fiction books read.
More generally, Cook and Campbell (1979) 
